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ABSTRACT 


This study was designed to obtain an adequate pool of per- 
sonality trait descriptors that were (a) highly meaningful and (b) with 
the bias of social desirability removed, toward the ultimate purpose of 
obtaining behavior ratings by "others" and self-report, with subsequent 
verification of cross-medial similarity. 

Firstly, a review of the literature was undertaken in order 
to assemble a pool of personality trait descriptors, adjectives being 
chosen for their simplicity of presentation. Most studies considered 
contained shortcomings, however, the work of Norman (1968) and Anderson 
(1968) ree ced relatively comprehensive pools of trait descriptors: 
Norman's study contained 2800 adjectives and Anderson's contained 555. 

Secondly, the social desirability and meaningfulness data 
supplied by these researches were used as a basis for setting arbitrary 
cut-offs to obtain descriptors in a neutral range of social desirability, 
and in the upper range of meaningfulness, for both sexes. 

Thirdly, a final list of 200 selected adjectives was ad- 
ministered to students enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course to 
obtain social desirability and meaningfulness scale values. 

The results showed correlations, ranging from 0.62 to 0.86, 
with adjectives from both the Norman and Anderson studies despite the 
different scales used by the two researchers. A list of 114 adjectives 
was found to be within the neutral range of social desirability, in the 


upper range of meaningfulness, and to be unbiased with respect to sex. 
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The implications of this study for further research were out- 
lined, focussing on the future possible use of these trait descriptors 
for behavior ratings. The response style controversy was reviewed to 


assess the need for further research. 
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CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 


The search for adequate measures of personality, and opera- 
tionally defined personality dimensions has been (a) long continued and 


(b) only moderately successful to date, probably a major reason being 


1 


inadequate sampling of variables (Howarth, 1972).° Yet personality 


testing and test invention has been extensive--Buros (1970) described 
over 513 personality tests while stating: 


In this era of remarkable progress in science 
and technology, it is sobering to think that our most widely 
used instruments for personality assessment were published 
20, 30, 40 and even more years ago. Despite the tremendous 
amount of research devoted to these old, widely used tests, 
they have not been replaced by instruments more acceptable 
to the profession. Nor has the research resulted in a con- 
sensus among psychologists concerning the validities of a 
particular test. The vast literature of personality testing 
has failed to produce a body of knowledge aenerally accept- 
able to psychologists. In fact, all personality instruments 
may be described as controversial, each with its own follow- 
ing of devotees (Buros, 1970, p.xxv). 


Some of the more prominent (and most of them long-standing 
tests cited were the Rorschach, TAT, MMPI, 16PF, CPI, EPI, each having 
over 54 references, and having been constructed on a variety of bases, 
including theoretical schemes, intuition, and more objective methods 


such as criterion studies or from factor analysis. The present study 


Lowarth and Browne (1972) in the questionnaire medium responded to this 


previous inadequacy by amassing a source pool of over 3,000 items of 
which 401 were finally selected based on putative factor hypotheses. 
Note that all footnotes are numbered "within chapters". 
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was undertaken within the latter framework, that of "construct validity", 
because I believe that a broader applicability of findings will result 
from the discovery of genuine personality factors. My study then, is 

a precursor for factor investigations of personality dimensions among 
one of the three media--ratings, questionnaires, Chee eae tests--the 
latter two having recently been investigated on a large scale by Howarth 
(MBR, 1972; CUBS, 1971, etc.). 

Some investigators have begun with one or the other but 
the intention has often been to obtain cross-medial measurements of 
behaviors which could be tapped by one or more methods as convenient 
(e.g. Cattell, 1950). If the "principle of indifference of indicator" 
(Spearman, 1927) is applicable, one would expect to find similar factors 
in all media. 

Which is the best single method is a matter of preference, 
and sometimes of controversy“, and since I have chosen to examine the 
personality dimensions in the rating media, I believe that ratings can 
be defended as well as any method, provided that certain limitations are 
overcome. The purpose of this thesis is, then, an initial investigation 
in order to overcome some of the more obvious objections which can be 


made to personality ratings as a method of investigation. 


é A whole body of literature exists in the personality testing domain 


in all media. Within the more "objective", e.g. factor analytic, ap- 
proach, prominent early investigators are Cattell, Guilford and Ey- 
senck. Their early and continuing work has provided the source and 
impetus of recent demand for and research in confirming stable factors 
Of personality (e.g. Howarth, 1970; 1971,°1972, etc.; Sells et. al. 
1970; Comrey, 1970). An alternate approach, the "empirically oriented" 
approach of Gough (1965) and Wiggins (1968) sought continual valida- 
tion of psychological scales in behavior domain. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 


A review of the relevant literature in the personality rating 
and personality testing domain is covered in the review of rating studies 


and the response style literature. 
Objectives 


The primary objective was to assemble and locate a source 
pool of adjective personality trait descriptors.! 

A second objective in accord with the previously mentioned 
comments of Buros (1970) was to assess the validity of recent rating 
studies with respect to length of scales and coverage of the domain, 
as well as reports on any refinements made for stylistic, response, or 
sex biases. 

Lastly, the literature pertaining to response sets, stylis- 
tic biases, ambiguity of items, etc. was reviewed for the purpose of 


evaluating the need for refinement of scales prior to test administration. ¢ 


Adjectives are suggested by the present study as a viable alternative 
to "statement" type personality descriptive items that Howarth and 
Browne (1970) have found to comprehensively representative of the li- 
terature over the past 50 years. Adjectives have, in fact, been used 
as a major component of most rating studies. 


These "biases", depending upon the extent to which they contribute 

to test variance as well as the extent to which they may reflect genuine 
personality traits or attributes, must conclusively be studied to 

assess their importance if personality tests are to become more valid 
and reliable. 
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Rating Studies 


Allport and Odbert (1936) reported the results of an exhaus- 
tive research of all "trait names" in the 1925 unabridged edition of 
Webster's New International Dictionary, listing 17,953 trait names. Sub- 
sequently, Allport (1937) divided these into four categories: (a) "real" 
traits of personality (totalling 4,504) which are consistent and stable 
over time, (b) temporary and specific behaviors, (c) and (d) more diffi- 
cult, archaic and seldom-used terms. 

An early study and one of the best knownwas that done by 
Cattell (1945), in which he reduced the Allport-Odbert (1936) list of 
17,953 behavior descriptors to 171 personality variables describing the 
whole "personality sphere", and subsequently by cluster analysis to 35 
variables. A factor analysis yielded 12 factors comprising his A to L 
system. Cattell (1947) factored 36 rating scales on 133 men and claimed 
to have confirmed 9 of his original 12 factors. 

He subsequently attempted cross-medial verification of his 
factors, that is, verifying rating factors in the questionnaire and 
laboratory testing domains using a questionnaire containing "marker 
items" from a previous indexed list of factors found by various researchers 
(Cattell, 1950). With respect to this cross-media work, he reported 
as few as 6 factors confirmed in the questionnaire domain (Cattell, 1950). 
~ Since Cattell's questionnaire has become widely used (Buros, 1970) it 
has caused great concern among many researchers because they have pro- 
duced convergent evidence that the test factors are impure, lack cross- 


media verification, and are not recovered by updated methods of factor 
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analysis.> 


These shortcomings, along with the short number of scales 
employed, eliminated Cattell's work from further consideration in the 
present study. 

The work of Tupes and Christal (1958, 1961), though based 
on Cattell's scales, provided one of the few sources of recent rating 
work as well as stimulating further research (e.g. Norman, 1963, 1966). 
In brief, Tupes and Christal (1961) analyzed ratings collected on Cat- 
tell's 36 scales (1947). Eight separate samples covered varying aspects 
as length of acquintanceship, type of subject (high school educated air- 
men to male and female university students), and type of rater (naive 
person to experienced clinician). They reported that "in all solutions 
except one, there appeared to be five relatively strong and recurrent 
factors and nothing more of any consequence." (p. 14) 

Norman (1963) presented first his verification of the Tupes 
and Christal factors (1958) and subsequently, proposed that "it is time 
to return to the total pool of trait names in the natural lanquage--there 
to search for additional personality indicators not easily subsumed under 
one or another of these five recurrent factors." He used 20 scales 


based on Types' and Christal's work, i.e., their most highly loaded 


3 See Becker (1961) who reported replications of only 8 factors in Cat- 
tell's 16 PF (based upon original rating and questionnaire work). 
Levonian (1961) found substantial evidence of within factor hetero- 
geneity. Schaie (1962) found low correlations between media salients. 

_ Eysenck (1969) reported low reliability of items and impure 
factors in Cattell marker items. Sells et al (1970) again found mix- 
tures of Cattell's factors in his analysis of Cattell and Guilford 
items. Howarth et. al. (1972) factorized Cattell's 16 PF, finding 10 
interpretable factors with higher intrascale correlations than Cattell's 
own factors. 
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scales for each of the five stable factors. Peer nominations were the 
basis for describing the personality on either end of a bi-polar descrip- 
tion. Five factors were extracted by a normalized varimax rotation. He 
argued that highly stable and relatively orthogonal personal characteris- 
tics have been identified. However, it seemed that such a small number 
of scales would have only limited use in describing the personality. 
Norman saw the need for an "adequate taxonomy of personality 
attributes... based not only on a comprehensive source of trait names 
but also on diverse subject populations using raters with varying experi- 
ence." However, before continuing into the comprehensive taxonomic ven- 
ture, Norman continued (1964, 1966) to demonstrate the stability of these 
five factors reported by raters of varying lengths of acquaintanceship. 
These rating scales (i.e., personality tests) based on 
either doubtful analyses and/or limited length and scope (i.e., coverage 
of the personality domain) presented prohibitive shortcomings to further 
research aimed at a more comprehensive rating study. Other sources have 
been investigated in this thesis but will be included in a separate 
(i.e., following) section since these potential source pools have been 
somewhat refined with respect to item characteristics that can lead 
to unwanted sources of test variance, namely, social desirability, meaning- 


fulness, and sex biases. 
The Response Style Controversy 


This section provides a review of the response style litera- 
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ture’ which is pertinent to the present study since social desirability 
(a response style) ratings were made on personality descriptor items.” 

Interest in response styles was aroused by Cronbach's (1941, 
1942) statement that response styles might be an important source of 
test variance in objective examinations and personality inventories. 

In the past three decades, and more especially, in the early 
1960's, a great deal of research has ensued, accompanied by several note- 
worthy controversies, which have included: (a) the existence, (b) the 
importance, and (c) the kind of response styles found in personality 
inventories. Thus, several major papers have been devoted to interpre- 
tation of the MMPI in terms of response styles (Couch and Keniston, 
1961; Messick and Jackson, 1961; Edwards and Diers, 1962, 1963; Wiggins 
1962, 1968) on the one hand versus the opposition on the other (e.g. 
Block, 1965, Rorer, 1965). Perhaps the best known work has been that of 
Messick and Jackson (1962) who in a factorial interpretation of several 
MMPI scales, identified two major factors: acquiescence and social 


6 


desirability responding. That is, they interpreted the data in. terms 


of response styles rather than in terms of the original "content" con- 


The works cited in this review of the literature are the major papers 

occurring between 1960 and 1972. The literature itself to be reviewed 
comprehensively would require a volume in itself, however, some ten or 
more critical articles adequately recount the heart of the controversy. 


In this section the response styles of social desirability and acqui- 
escence, popular definitions being: a tendency to give SD responses 

regardless of whether SD response is true or false and a tendency to 

agree regardless of content of item, respectively. (Block, 1965). 


Eight previous studies on MMPI items using 11 to 32 different scales, 
when reviewed by Jackson (1961) revealed that only two major factors 
(and two or three minor ones) were necessary to account for inter- 
relations among the scales. Out of 11 subject samples, in the eight 
studies, 8 significant correlations were reported between the largest 
interpreted factor for each study and Jackson's acquiescence factor. 
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structs that the items of MMPI were purported to measure, i.e., the 
acquiescence-invoking properties of items were not uniform over all 
scales but were perhaps elicited as a function of item content, ambi- 
guity and is moderated by desirability. More emphasis was placed on 
SD by Edwards and Diers (1962) who interpreted an unrotated principle 
component from MMPI scale factoring as a social desirability factor rather 
than acquiescence especially as it correlated with Edward's SD scale. 
Block (1965) claimed to have refuted these findings by 
presenting evidence showing content-relevant factors in the MMPI, and 
showing (a) that acquiescence responding could be eliminated by appro- 
priate keying and scoring techniques, (b) that social desirability inter- 
pretations though possible remained confounded with content and (c) had 
not been satisfactorily shown to relate to other behavioral domains and 
(d) could be eliminated from the major factor by using neutral items.’ 
Rorer (1965) presented a comprehensive review of the controversy up to 
1965, documenting his scepticism as follows: "response styles are of 
no importance in determining responses to personality, interest, and 
attitude inventories" (p. 129). Per contra, he supported a "content" 
interpretation of MMPI (and other inventories) since response style in- 
terpretations in the literature revealed (a) confusing definitions and 
measures, (b) low intercorrelations of various "contentless" measures 
of acquiescence and (c) the arbitrary decision to label a factor in 
terms of response style rather than according to criterion groups that 
the test (e.g. MMPI) was based upon. Using original and reversed items, 


Rorer demonstrated that the language properties of inventories could 


/ This is one of the aims of the present study. 
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account for content and keying correlations. 

What is important for the present study is that Rorer (1965) 
supported the need to control for Social Desirability, however, he dis- 
tinguished it as a "set" (implying contentless responding): 

"Sets may account for a significant proportion of the 

response variance on personality inventories, and their 

measure and control are essential if the predictive validity 

of personality inventories is to be increased." (p. 151) 
Furthermore, most writers, on either side of the controversy, have con- 
tended that social desirability was of sufficient importance to warrant 
its control (Jackson et. al., 1961; Edwards and Diers, 1963; Goldberg, 
1963; Block, 1965). Much less importance, in general, is attached to 
acquiescence responding, though again most writers have urged its con- 
trol.® 

Style and penation Correlates 

This issue cannot be left without mention of the crucial 
question: if response styles exist, then what relevance do they have 
to personality traits, that is, do they reflect or obscure such traits? 
(Holtzman, 1968). 


McGee has written three critical articles which attempt to 


assess the degree to which response styles reflect personality traits. 


8 It is interesting to note that control is urged, when in general, the 


existence or at least significant importance of acquiescence is in 
doubt. As far as the writer has been able to ascertain, few research- 
ers were confident of the proper methods by which to test for it. 


. However, this review pertained to the response style of acquiescence 
but serves as a major indication of the sentiments about response 
styles in general by many researchers. Also, a review of the litera- 
ture has revealed that authors continually refer to the results of 
research on one response style as if it generalized to several res-~ 
ponse styles (McGee, 1962). 
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McGee (1962a) reported that only a few of the studies (Allison and 

Hunt, 1959; Crowne and Marlowe, 1960; Jackson, 1958; and Couch and Keni- 
ston, 1970) have related response styles to outside criterion. Otherwise 
he concluded that there is "little defensible data to tie response style 
to criteria of independently measured behavior" (p. 293). Further stu- 
dies (McGee, 1962b, 1962c) reported that "only scales containing similar 
verbal content in the items were related...there is no general trait of 
response acquiescence independent of specific instruments used to measure 
it and that prediction of personality traits from response style is not 
tenable, that is, they correlate with other psychometric measures but 


not with behavioral measures of social responses". 
Further Controversy 


The controversy appeared to diminish somewhat after 1965, 


but was revived in 1972 and 197219 


in a series of articles in which res- 
ponse style protagonists (Bentler et. al. 1971, 72) presented "new evi- 
dence" and significant clarifications of the "old definition" of acquies- 
cence and the antagonists (Block, 1971, 1972) made swift replies to which 
further rebuttals were made (Bentler, et. al. 1972). 

In a 1971 article Bentler et. al. proposed a dualistic na- 
ture of acquiescence: (a) the tendency to respond true (agree) and (b) 
the tendency to endorse items (acceptance). These were conjectured to 


account for variance, either confounded or unaccounted for by a single 


definition, and furthermore, the two acquiescences were independent. Morf 


10 Though this revived controversy concerns mainly acquiescence, the 


writer feels that the current status of response styles is worthy 
of note. 
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and Jackson (1972) by a factor analytic study claimed to have identified 
the two types of acquiescence, social desirability and content factors. 
Block (1971, 1972) contended that Bentler et. al.'s measure of acquies- 
cence as "non-content" responding did not indicate acquiescence more 
than another interpretation. He did say that agreement acquiescence may 
be of minor importance but that acceptance acquiescence was untenable. 
Elaborate experiments based on keying of items, reversals of wording have 
been interpreted by each writer in turn, according to his own preference. 
Bentler et. al. 1972 attempted a synthesis to this long and 
somewhat futile controversy by noting that Block (1971) in his denial 
of the importance of acquiescence at the same time stressed its control 
in inventories, agreed implicitly with the basic tenet of Bentler et. 
ave that 
"Response styles can obscure or drastically 

modify the observed interrelationships of content traits, 

and this variance ought to be identified and controlled." 

(p. 109) 
Similarly, he argued that the controversy will continue 

"without understanding (what response styles are, how they 

operate, and means to control) attempts at identification and 

control of response styles will flounder, content will remain 

difficult to verify, and controversy will persist." (pe ai2) 

With this the writer is inclined to agree. The response 

style controversy is as much an unresolved question as it was ten 
years ago. However, I feel confident that the general support of 
SD variance in personality inventories warrants the efforts of the pre- 


sent investigation, and that the doubtful status of the acquiescence 


response and its means of measurement, make testing for it at present 
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From this review, then, attention will be focused on con- 


trolling for Social Desirability in construction of a list of personality 


descriptors. 
Social Desirability 


Since controlling for Social Desirability, as indicated by 
the previous review, is a problem facing personality test designers, this 
section deals with obtaining scale values of social desirability and the 


subsequent source pools investigated. 


Obtaining Scale Values for Social Desirability 


Given a set of personality descriptors, it is possible to 
obtain a social desirability scale value of SDSV for each one. Edwards 
(1970) reported that several scaling methods exist such as those outlined 
by Edwards (1957), Guilford (1954), Green (1954) and Ferguson (1959). 
Since all these methods resulted in SDSV's that are highly correlated with 
one another, any one method may be fairly reliable. Using one of the 
scaling methods it should be possible to find the mean rating assigned to 
each trait as well as the variability with which judges agree on the SDSV 
of each trait. 

Edwards (1970) reported that for a large number of person- 


ality trait statements (up to n = 2824 in Edwards' study) that have been 


lI The writer notes the advice of Bentler et al. (1971) to anchor adjec- 
tive descriptors (use polar opposites) to reduce acceptance acquies- 
cence versus using single adjective descriptors. Block (1971) urged 
use of corrective formulae (Guilford, 1954) to reduce acquiescence 
bias. These will be taken up at the end of the thesis where further 
research is considered. 
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measured for social desirability, and that on selected lists of them, 

high correlations have been reported between different groups of students, 

over the age range, sex, and culture. Individual ratings of social desir- 

ability correlate highly with normative SDSV as did probability of item en- 
dorsement (which bore a linear relationship with SDSV). 

When an individual gives an SD response to an item, he is 
either attributing to himself a characteristic that is judged by the 
average person as desirable or he is denying a characteristic that is 
judged by the average person as undesirable, and vice versa for an SU 
(Undesirable) D response. If few neutral items existed in a list of items 
of known SDSV's then the relationship between probability of giving an 
SD response and the SDSV is a V-shaped graph. 

Neutral items have relatively low probabilities of eliciting 
SD responses compared with items with more extreme SDSV's. Because SD 
responses to neutral items tend to be not highly correlated with SD res- 
ponses to items outside the range, an SD scale in which many items are 
relatively neutral could be expected to have a low internal consistency 
co-efficient. 

7 Using the Kuder-Richardson Formula 21, Edwards provided an 
index of -the degree to which items in a scale tend to be positively in- 
tercorrelated and therefore a measure of the degree to which the items in 
the scale are being responded to in terms of a common trait. Because ten- 
dency to give SD responses is minimal for neutral items, it might be ex- 
pected that trait-responding contributes greater test variance on those 
items. The proportion of neutral items in a scale would then be positively 


correlated with the K-R 21 value of the scale. But since SD responses con- 
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tribute to internal consistency of a scale, when minimized as with neutral 
items, then the K-R 21 value would decrease as the proportion of neutral 


items increases. This has been found to be so (Edwards, 1970). 


Potential Source Pools 


From the previous section, it would appear to be advantageous 
in construction of a personality test to use items with neutral SDSV's. 
In searching for a pool of such items, the following sources seemed po- 
tentially useful. 

The Adjective Check List devised by Gough and Heilbrun (1965) 
was investigated since it was composed of a substantial number of adjec- 
tives (n = 300). Parker and Veldman (1969) noting the "lack of empirical 
analysis of item factor structure of the most commonly used personality 
measurement instruments" (p. 603) subjected the 300 items ACL to a factor 
analysis using over 5,000 subjects using a True/False format. The result 
of a Principal Axes solution and Varimax rotation resulted in seven clear 
factors, three (at least) which revealed "a strong component of social 
favorability" (p. 613). He interpreted these three factors as Social 
12 


Facilitation, Interpersonal Abrasiveness and Social Attractiveness. 


Work by Bouchard (1968) indicated a substantial amount of item overlap 


which resulted in inflation of the correlation of items between the scales. 


These studies indicated that further refinement would probably result in 


too small a pool of trait descriptors. 


12 Dr. Howarth obtained an actual computer output of the factor solution 
from Dr. Veldman and re-interpretation of the salient loadings revealed 
three SD factors. 
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A study by Jones and Rorer (1971) used a list of 89 pairs 
of polar adjectives originally from Norman's list (1967). The original 
study of Jones involved some 600 adjectives from Norman's list but the 
study was not completed due to technical difficulties. /° Eighteen re- 
sponse bias measures, including scales to measure response stability and 
consistency, acquiescence, social desirability, yea-saying and extreme 
response style were assessed on the 89 pairs of adjectives. With res- 
pect to social desirability, subjects who responded inconsistently to 
items tended to respond in a socially desirable fashion as well as no 
useful associations being reported between personality characteristics 
and response biases. Seventy-eight of the 89 pairs of polar opposites 
showed extremely high or low SDSV's. 

A study by-Norman (1968) using 2800 adjectives, by its large 
size and comprehensive coverage of the trait-description domain became 
one of the sources used for the present study. Besides devising this 
list, Norman had already found SD ratings, meaningfulness values and 
personality ratings. He amassed some 40,000 terms pertaining to behavior 
from (a) the Allport-Odbert list, and (b) Webster's Third New Interna- 
tional Dictionary, Unabridged (1961). Members of the research team 
acted as judges, and categorized the terms into fifteen rubrics based 
on judgments of their familiarity, specificity, and certain broad semantic 
criteria. Of these, 2800 terms were reported in the study (comprising 


categories one to three), labelled primary, moderately difficult, and 


Is This interpretation was relayed in a personal communication to the 
writer with Dr. Jones, ORI, March 2, 1972. 
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slangy, quaint, awkward or cdloquial. These terms were judged to reflect 
stable "biophysical" traits and were subsequently divided into fourteen 
lists of 200 terms each. They were administered to a different sample of 
fifty male and fifty female undergraduate students, in which they were to 
define or cross-out terms (a meaningfulness study), state the degree to 
which they were descriptive of self and three others, one whom one liked, 
disliked, and was indifferent to, and to rate for SD on a nine-point 
scale. (See the following diagram. ) 

Such a diagram accompanied each of the 2800 terms, one for 
males and one for females. The label "10-WR" denotes the desirability 
ratings, DP-S, DP-A, DP-B, DP-C refer to ratings of self and three others 
on a three-point scale. The co-efficients in the lower triangle are 
product-moment correlations between the respective pairs of tasks. The 
upper triangle gives the number of respondents answering each pair. The 
three columns to the right give: number of students in example giving 
ratings on each task, the mean, and the standard deviation of these rat- 
ings. For the present study prime terms with neutral Social Desirability 
ratings were used. 

A study by Anderson (1968) which provided. a second source of 
jtems for the study was also based on Allport-Odbert's list. He selected 
3500 descriptors initially, then these were reduced to 2290 by eliminating 
(a) extreme words such as ferocious, (b) words denoting temporary states, 
(c) words pertaining to physical characteristics, (d) strongly sex-linked 
words and (e) other words such as honey-tongued, fond, etc. 

Subsequently, from the results of meaningfulness ratings ob- 


tained from twenty subjects, he reduced the list to 555 terms. Finally 
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DIAGRAM 1 


EXAMPLE OF ANALYSIS REPORTED ON EACH ADJECTIVE-DESCRIPTOR 
IN NORMAN (1968) STUDY 





Item No. 10625, Dependent 


* TASK 10-WR _DP-S DP-A ODP-B_ ODP-C N MEAN S.D. 
10-WR 49 49 49 49 49 4.16 2.49 
DP-S -20 50 50 50 =—50 Hhe afd 
DP-A 220 ou 50 0; Pay 44 BOG, 
DP-B wae 28 ee DOR OU 68 73 


DP-C 06 SUS) erst US 50 .80 SOE 
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he obtained (1) SD ratings using 100 subjects (half of each sex) ona 

seven-point scale (similar to Norman's nine-point scale), (2) Meaning- 

fulness ratings on a five-point scale using fifty subjects (again half 

of each sex). Data was given for a combined male and female sample, since 

between-six differences were small. | 
Since this list was composed of and yielded somewhat different 

results than that of Norman, though the two were derived from the same 

source for the most part, it seemed justifiable to research this area 

more rigorously to obtain a base pool which will contain items rated on 


the same set of scales. 
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CHAPTER III 
SPECIFICATIONS OF THE STUDY 


A review of the literature provided a source pool of adjec- 
tive personality trait descriptors. This chapter deals with the problem 
of "winnowing" these down and with assumptions and actual selection pro- 
cedure employed, for the future purpose of obtaining a list of adjective 


personality trait descriptors for a rating study. 
The Problem 


The source pools for the present study were, for reasons in- 
dicated in the previous chapter, those of Norman (1968) and Anderson 
(1968), containing 2800 and 555 terms respectively. The first task which 
I faced was to reduce the number of these terms, using the information 
already reported by Norman and Anderson with respect to Social Desirability, © 
Meaningfulness and Sex Biases. A further set of ratings was then obtained 


upon a selected list of 200 adjectives. 
Criteria for Selection 


The following assumptions about the collection of data were 


l Because there was some overlap between the two studies, preference 
was given to adjectives within the cut-offs in both studies (n = 58). 


19 


TIT WaTYAHD 


Youre NT 30 2MOTTAIIATIRI 





-ssths Io fooq sa1H02 6 behiverg stusstas Fl oft to worvey A Wi 
na Tdearey ond aktw 2Tab wesastia 2h ewtgiysegb stew drteenae ovis an 
~o1g noliosise Isujos brs enotigmpees dttw ban mob geony ‘ohvoanh te : 
svijastbs Yo tet! & pnintatde to seoqiie atwdit- gilt ot -beyolqns ruben 
bude pritey 6 vot arotetasesh Ihevd vittenosieg 


7 
metder4 AT — 
a 7 
“Ai 2N0R597 107 ,s7SW \Vbude trS20 #0 sit tot efooq pane oAT Ae - 
nozishah bie (B30f) neanon: to seeds yoga edotvarp ond AF boteoth a 


dotdw tees Seve ont t yfavitosqesn Zuriad cee bas OOBS patnteines /, (er) 
norisnnotnt oft pateu .2zemad secede Fo veda elt soubey of bw boos? I a) 
Uttfidsviesd Tatso2 et soaqesy- ddiw coatabnA bas namron yo botvogs'y pbs - 
bentesdo madd 2ew: zpnttey to to2 voddept A aeapie. yee bis 22entutpntnagh: 
-2avitostbs OO§ to tefl betastes « soqy > 


notizefe2 vot sbetiva) =. a 


‘976m 65Gb Fo Norse Foo 98% tuods enofiqmers patwol Tor od? ——- 





20 


made and provided criteria for selection of adjectives: 

(a) Adjectives selected should fall within a neutral range 
of Social Desirability, using Edward's (1970) rationale, that is, greater 
test variance could be attributable to content-responding rather than to 
response style, e.g.:. social desirability. 

(b) Only adjectives that were highly meaningful as personality 
trait descriptors were to be considered (see below). 

(c) Sex bias should be reduced by selecting only those ad- 
jectives within the bounds of (a) and (b) for both sexes (see below). 

On the basis of these three criteria the following steps 
were undertaken: adjectives were selected from the combined Norman- 
Anderson studies by establishing arbitrary cut-offs within the range of 
the Social Desirability and Meaningfulness ratings. Thus, in the case 
of Norman's study (a) a “one-to nine-point scale for Social Desirability 
was used within which arbitrary cut-offs were now set at 3.5--6.5; 
(b) for meaningfulness cut-offs were set at subject responses greater 
than or equal to forty out of a possible fifty.” Since Norman reported 
separate male and female responses for each adjective, an initial cull- 
ing of the list (for the female population) yielded 164 prime terms, 


140 moderately difficult terms and 619 slang, awkward, etc. terms, of 


é Norman(1968) outlined that his meaningfulness data was collected by 
asking subjects to give synonyms or short definitions or cross-out 
terms if they had no idea of their meaning. His meaningfulness re- 
sults, though, are not reported but are "currently being coded to 
determine difficulty level, the degree of ambiguity and vagueness, 
and the functional synonyms of each term". (p.14) Thus the strategy 
of only selecting those terms for which > 40 responses were made 
was adopted. 
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the 923 terms only the prime terms (164) were retained for further use in 


the present study.° 


In the case of Anderson's study (a) the cut-offs used here 
for Social Desirability within a zero- to six-point scale were two to four 
inclusive; (b) for Meaningfulness (Anderson used a rating scale for Mean- 
ingfulness similar to the SD scale), the cut-off was set at greater than or 
equal to three out of a possible zero to four range. This produced a list 
of 174 adjective descriptors. 

In addition, any adjective descriptors found to be outside 
the previous cut-off ranges for either sex were omitted. With respect 
to Norman's list of prime terms, when the male population was reviewed, 
20% words from the female data had to be omitted resulting in a list of 
142 words. Anderson reported that his results did not show a substantial 
enough sex difference to be reported separately (since initial pool con- 
struction took this factor into account). At this point 142 descriptors 
from Norman, plus 174 from Anderson had been selected. There was some 


overlap of terms in the two studies. 


3 Dr. Howarth has suggested that one way of obtaining "confirmatory" 


results or a "definitive" solution in a factor analysis of items re- 
presentative of a domain is by generating putative factor hypotheses 
(PFH's). (Howarth, 1972). With respect to the stage of the present 
study, in an attempt to cover the domain adequately in the selection 
of an adjective pool, Dr. Howarth independently formulated a set of 
PFH's, and upon comparison, most were found to be contained within the 
prime terms selected from Norman's study as well as in Anderson's study. 
Since Norman himself separated these prime terms from the 
more difficult categories and since a sufficient number are available, 
only the prime terms were employed. 


Nine of the 22 words were later kept for inclusion in the list since 
they were minimally outside the range with respect to sex yet were 
present in the neutral range in Anderson's study. 
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The third phase, reported in detail in the following chapter 
on Research Design, was to examine the Social Desirability, Meaningful- 
ness and sex biases of the chosen descriptors. A list of the combined 
Norman-Anderson terms (n = 267 since 58 items overlap) was available. It 
was suggested by Dr. Howarth that this list be cut down to 200 for con- 
venience of test administration and computation of results. This was done 
by omitting (a) polar opposites (usually the positive form of the adjec- 
tive being retained, e.g. conventional versus unconventional, moderate 


versus immoderate, etc.); (b) synonyms 


or near synonyms (e.g. withdrawn 
versus withdrawing, solemn versus somber, daring versus daredevil, etc.); 
(c) a few other terms that seemed to be of limited application as trait 


descriptors (e.g. theatrical, arbitrary, sultry, etc.) 


9 With respect again, to PFH's for factors in the rating domain, one wants 
to avoid what Eysenck (1969) labels T Factors (tautologous), so one 
does not want to repeat items, i.e., synonyms, too closely within each 
PFH. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH DESIGN 


The purpose of this chapter is to describe the subject 
sample, the testing instruments, and to explain the collection and 


treatment of the data. 
Subjects 


The Social Desirability and Meaningfulness scale values 

were obtained from two separate subject samples: 
(1) The Social Desirability Sample 

The Social Desirability data was collected at a mass test- 
ing session comprised of students enrolled in an introductory psycho- 
logy course. Approximately 260 students filled in a personal data sheet 
(e.g.: name, sex, course, etc.), an attitude survey, and a Social De- 
sirability form, in that order. Each subject responded to either Form 
A or Form B of the Social Desirability study. The final sample consisted 
of 254 subjects who had filled out the Social Desirability Form correctly. 
(The forms rejected for inclusion neglected (a) to state the sex of the 
subject, or (b) omitted more than 2% of the items, that is, more than 
two items on any given form.) The sample thus resulted in: 
) Form A, 56 males 
) Form A, 68 females 
) 
) 


Form B, 65 males 
Form B, 65 females 
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(2) The Meaningfulness Sample 
The Meaningfulness data was collected from a sample of 48 
Students enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course. Since the 
sample size was rather small, though approximately equal to that of 
Anderson (1968), separate male and female analysis was not made. The 


sample consisted of 22 males and 26 females. 
The Testing Instruments 


Both the Social Desirability forms and the Meaningfulness 
form were paper-and-pencil forms, consisting of three and five pages 
respectively (see appendix). The approximate time needed for completion 
was about 20 to 30 minutes, taking slightly longer for the meaningful- 
ness form, since it consisted of twice as many items as either forms 
of the Social Desirability study. The Social Desirability forms each 
contained half the adjectives used in the study, that is, 100 per form 
with 50 adjectives being presented on each page. The Meaningfulness 
form contained the total 200 adjectives, again fifty being presented 
per page. 

(1) The Social Desirability Form 

Since 200 adjectives were used in the study, it was thought 
that it would be easier for each subject to rate only half the total 
number. Subsequently, the adjectives were arranged in alphabetical order, 
with every odd numbered adjective comprising Form A and every even num- 
bered adjective comprising Form B. These forms were packaged in alter- 
nate envelopes (along with the other tests administered) and were ran- 
domly administered throughout the testing group. Instructions for the 


Social Desirability forms were written on the cover page of each form. 
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Additionally the same instructions were read aloud by the chief admini- 
strator of the testing session. An example and clarifying statement 
were written on the black-board in front of the testing room and were 
also read aloud by the test administrator. See appendix for the exact 
wording. Examples of forms A and B are provided in the appendix. 

(2) Meaningfulness Form 

Since the rating scale was short for the Meaningfulness 

form (only a five-point scale) and the sample available for testing was 
rather small (n=48), the 200 adjectives were administered in one form, 
the first one hundred items corresponding to Form A of the Social 
Desirability study, and the second one hundred items corresponding to 
Form B. Instructions written on the cover page were also read aloud by 
the experimentor. Any questions were answered. An example of the 


form is provided in the appendix. 
Description of the Rating Scales 


Rating scales for the Social Desirability forms and the 
Meaningfulness form consisted of the same format. Each interval on 
_the scales was depicted by a whole number, being of equal "semantic 
value". Anderson's (1968) format for both scales was closely followed. 

For the Social Desirability rating scale Anderson only de- 
fined the anchor points, 0 being "least favorable or desirable" and 
6 being "most favorable or desirable", which was also done in this 
study; however, he did put all the intermediate numbers on the sheet 
for each point of the scale, while in this study just the anchor points 
were defined and the range of the scale given. 


For the Meaningfulness rating scale Anderson defined all 
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points on the scale, but since only the actual descriptions of the anchor 
points were given the writer and her supervisor devised descriptions for 


the intermediate points, using the same format as Anderson. 
The Social Desirability Rating Scale 


The Social Desirability Form A and Form B contained identi- 
cal instructions and scales. The rating scale consisted of a seven- 
point scale, values being the whole numbers ranging from 0 to 6 inclusive. 
Subjects were instructed that a 0 rating denoted an unfavorable or so- 
cially undesirable value, while a 6 denoted a favorable or socially de- 
sirable value. Intermediate points on the scale were not defined. See 


the appendix for an example of the instructions. 
The Meaningfulness Rating Scale 


The Meaningfulness rating scale consisted of a five-point scale, 

values being the whole numbers ranging from 0 to 4 inclusive. Descrip- 

tive statements were made about each point on the scale following An- 
derson's attempt to get a reasonable spread of ratings over the scale 

(even though the adjectives were already selected for meaningfulness). 

Oral instructions emphasized the necessity of rating on meaningfulness 

as trait descriptors only and not on a favorability dimension, since 

this tendency was strongly noted in Anderson's pilot work on meaning- 


fulness. See the appendix for an example of the instructions. 


Scoring 


The Social Desirability forms and the Meaningfulness form 


was scored by each subject placing the rating number in the scale in 
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a blank placed before each adjective on the form itself. This was done 
to facilitate scoring by the subject (so he would not lose sight of the 
word being rated) as well as for ease of compiling data by the resear- 


cher. 
Treatment of Data 


The Social Desirability and the Meaningfulness scale values 
were collected and analyzed by the writer--all statistical results are 


reported in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 


This chapter deals with the statistical results of the 
analysis. All necessary tables are presented and subsequent interpre- 


tation of the results are outlined. 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 


The results of each study, that is, the whole numbers given 
as ratings in both the Social Desirability and the Meaningfulness Study, 
were directly punched onto computer cards, two cards per subject, the 
TOmiegmotec ier inbucecards beings). /o8F 1. 0/5X, 253F 1/0 2 The ap- 
propriate Fortran program resulted in a computer output of means (over 


subjects for each adjective rated) and standard deviations. 
Means and Standard Deviations 


Eight analyses were performed, with means and standard devi- 
ations being calculated for each: 

(a) Six analyses on the Social Desirability data--Form A, 
Males; Form B, Males; Form A, Females; Form B, Females; 
Form A, Combined Males and Females; and Form B, Combined 
Males and Females. 

(b) Two analyses on the Meaningfulness data--one corresponding 
Bo aEGii A, and one to Form B of the Social Desirability 


study. Separate analysis of male and female data was not 
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made, 


These eight analyses are recorded in Tables 1 to 8 respec- 
tively. The adjective and its number in the study are given in the first 
column, means over subjects are given in the second column, and standard 
deviations in the third. Titles of each table give a detailed descrip- 
tion of each analysis. Each value is recorded to two Significant deci- 


mal places. 
Comparisons 


Social Desirability Data 

Since the items for the Social Desirability study (i.e., 
the adjective trait descriptors) were obtained from previous researches, 
namely, Norman (1968) and Anderson (1968), Tables 9 to 14 present the 
comparison of the results of the present research with those of Norman 
and Anderson, respectively. Means and standard deviations of adjectives 
common to this research and each of the others are given.< The first 
column of each table gives the variable number (the name of variable 
can be found in Tables 1 to 6) as corresponds to the present study. 

Meaningfulness Data 

Meaningfulness scale values obtained in this study are com- 


pared to those obtained by Anderson (1968) for adjectives common to 


: Sample size was too small (n = 48). 


2 It might be noted that in Tables 9 to 12, i.e., comparisons of Brodie 
to Norman, the scales used between the two differ, Brodie's being a 
seven-point scale, Norman's a nine-point scale. However, comparisons 
are still possible, with Norman's values being of a greater but com- 
parable magnitude. 
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TABLE 1 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ) ECT TRAIT DESCRIPTORS 
BOREACNALES SAMPUR UEORMEAS. neSG, 


Form A,Variable ao Standard || Form A, AGRE: No Standard 
and Name eee eviations and Name ae evi ations 






























































1. absent minded naive 

2. anxious ; - nonconforming 
St, Antistic - obedient 

4. austere . obliging 

5. average . opinionated 
6. blunt . orderly 

7}. bask 57. outspoken 

8. carefree . particular 

O.. Gasual . perfectionistia 
10. changeable . persistent 
Dl.. cocky . possessive 
12. complicated . preoccupied 
13. compulsive 63. proper 
14. conventional . quiet 


ith, Chadicad 

16. cynical 

17. daydreamer 

18. definite 

19. demanding 

20. dependent 

21. dignified 

22. disciplined 
23. discriminating 
24. distractible © 
25. eccentric 

26. emphatic 

27. energetic 

28. fearful 


. rebellious 
. reserved 
67. restless 
68. retiring 
. sad 

. satirical 
. secretive 
72. self-conscious 
73. self-denying 

. self-possessed 
. self-satisfied 
. sentimental 
77. shrewd 

78. silent 
























29. fiery . Skeptical 
30. forceful . sophisticated 
31. formal . soft-spoken 






32. frivolous 
33. glamorous 
oA, Ghab 

. hesitant 

. idealistic 
37. impartial 
38. impressionable 
. indecisive 


82. spendthrift 
O3i.. SLALGE 

84. suave 
. subtle 
. talkative 
87. temperamental 
88. timid 

. troubled 



























: inhibited uncompetative 





A2. inoffensive 92. undecided 
43. irreligious 93. unhappy 
. leisurely . unoriginal 






. unpoised 
. unromantic 
97. unskilled 
98. unsuspicious 
. wary 

. withdrawn 








. materialistic 
. meditative 
: meticulous 
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TABLE 2 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS 
FOR A MALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=65 


































Form B,Variable No Standard |Form B,Variable No Standard 
and Name Means | Deviations and Name Means | Deviations 

1. aggressive 5 . old-fashioned 

2. argumentative . Opportunist 

3. assertive . ordinary 

4. authoritative . painstaking 

5. bashful . Bassi Vester 

6. acquiescent . persuasive 

7. calculating . philosophical 

8. careful . precise 

9. cautious . prideful 

: . protective 























- controlled 
12. coy 
. conservative 


. prudent 
. radical 
. religious 
. resigned 

. restrained 
. Phelalastic 
« Sarcastic 

. scientific 
. self-concerned 
. self-critical 
. self-indulgent 
. self-righteous 
. sensitive 

. serious 

- Sh 
, Sak LY 
































































17. defensive 
18. deliberative 
. demonstrative 
. devout 
; Ginect 
22. discontented 
23. dissatisfied 
24. dogged 
25. emotional 
. excitable 
















27. fashionable . sociable 
28. fierce . soft-hearted 
ey fisetacious . somber 


. forgetful 
. forward 


. stern 
. Stubborn 









32. gullible . studious 
33. high-strung . submissive 
. immodest . suggestible 





















. teetotaler 
. tense 


. impractical 
. impulsive 











. indifferent . tough 
38. inexperienced . unadventurous 
. innocent . unbending 


. uncultured 
. ungraceful 
. unhurried 
. unpredictable 
. unpopular 

. unshakeable 
. unsystematic 


. intense 
. jaunty 
. lonely 
. mathematical: 
. meek 

. methodical 
. moderate 












. moralistic . willful 
48. nonchalant : wordy 
. normal . worrier 





. objective . worldly 
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TABLE 3 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS 
FOR_A FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM A), n=68 


orm A,Variable ae Standard } Form A,Variable No Standard 
and Name means ti tus ane Name cans Hewat Jans 


absent minded 






































































naive 

anxious ; - nonconforming 
s artistic a obedient 
austere 54. obliging 


average 
blunt 


55. opinionated 
. orderly 























brisk 57. outspoken 

carefree 58. particular 

casual . perfectionisti 
. Changeable . persistent 


? COCKY 
. complicated 
13. compulsive 

. conventional 
CETCICA! 
? Cynical 
17. daydreamer 
18. definite 
19. demanding 
. dependent 
. dignified 
22. disciplined 
23. discriminating 
24. distractible 

. eccentric 
. emphatic 
27. energetic 
28. fearful 
. fiery 

. forceful 
1. formal 

2. frivolous 
3. glamorous 
4. glib 

. hesitant 
. idealistic 
. impartial 
. impressionable 
. indecisive 

. inexact 
. inhibited 
. inoffensive 
. irreligious 
. leisurely 


. possessive 
62. preoccupied 
63. proper 
. quiet 
. rebellious 
. reserved 
67. restless 
68. retiring 
. sad 
‘Sat ica! 
. secretive 
72. self-conscious 
73. self-denying 
. self-possessed 
. self-satisfied 
. sentimental 
77. shrewd 
78. silent 
79. skeptical 
80. sophisticated 
81. soft-spoken 
82. spendthrift 
os: Strret 

. Suave 






































































. talkative 
87. temperamental 
88. timid 

. troubled 
















. uncompetative 
92. undecided 
93. unhappy 

94. unoriginal 





















. unromantic 
97. unskilled 
98. unsuspicious ° 
. wary 
. Withdrawn 


. materialistic 
. meditative 

. meticulous 

: mrld= 

. mood 
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TABLE 4 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS 


FOR A FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=65 
Form B,Variable No Standard | Form B,Variable No Standard 
‘and Name as eva trons nS ae 


and Name 
- aggressive D1. old-fashioned 
- argumentative 


52. opportunist 
. assertive oo. OFGimary 
. authoritative . painstaking 
bashful 
- acquiescent 


if 
2 
3 
4 
Rie 
6 
7. calculating 
8. careful 
9 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
























































. persuasive 
57. philosophical 
58. precise 

. prideful 
rotective 
. prudent 
62. radical 
63. religious 
64. resigned 

. restrained 
fr eoa tTStic 
Gime Sarcastic 
68. scientific 
. self-concerned 
. self-critical 
. self-indulgent 
72. self-righteous 
73. sensitive 

. serious 

Sa 
Sea tity, 
Lie socraple 

78. soft-hearted 
. somber 

. stern 
. stubborn 
82. studious 
83. submissive 
. suggestible 
. teetotaler 
. tense 
87. tough 
88. unadventurous 
89. unbending 
90. uncultured 









. Cautious 
<_ choos 
. controlled 
7 COY 

. conservative 
*6Fat cy 
. cunning 
. daring 
. defensive 

18. deliberative 
. demonstrative 
. devout 
. direct 
P2. discontented 
P3. dissatisfied 
. dogged 

. emotional 
. excitable 
. fashionable 
. fierce 

» £Fireatious 






































































































. forward 
32. gullible 
33. high-strung 
34. immodest 
Sys impractical 
36. impulsive 
37. indifferent 
38. inexperienced 
. innocent 

. intense 























41. jaunty 91. ungraceful 
A2. lonely 92. unhurried ; 
43. mathematical 93. unpredictable 
44. meek . unpopular 






. unshakeable 
. unsystematic 
97. willful 

98. wordy 

1 99. worrier 

. worldl 


45. methodical 
46. moderate 
47. moralistic 
48. nonchalant 
49. normal 

50. objective 
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TABLE 5 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS 
OR A COMBINED MA AND 4A AMP RM_A n=124 
Form A,Variable No Standard || Form A,Variable No Standard 
and Name | Means |Deviations and Name Means | Deviations 

1. absent minded 1 . naive 

2. anxious : 112 . nonconformist 

area COLS LC . obedient 

4. austere . obliging 

5. average . opinionated 

6. blunt . orderly 

ue DCISK . outspoken 

8. carefree > DaGLicular 

9. casual . perfectionistid 

10. changeable . persistent 

11. cocky . possessive 


12. complicated 
13. compulsive 
14. conventional 
Poe COLE LCA| 

16. cynical 

17. daydreamer 
18. definite 

19. demanding 
20. dependent 
21. dignified 
22. disciplined 
23. discriminating 
24. distractible 
25. eccentric 


. preoccupied 

. proper 

. quiet 

. rebellious 

. reserved 

. restless 

. retiring 

. sad 

- Sabu cal 

. secretive 

. self-conscious 
. self-denying 

. self-possessed 
. self-satisfied 


26. emphatic . sentimental 
27. energetic . shrewd 

28. fearful . Silent 

29. fiery . Skeptical 

30. forceful . sophisticated 
31. formal . soft-spoken 


. spendthrift 
BSA R OINOK 


32. frivolous 

33. glamorous 

34. glib 

35. hesitant 

36. idealistic 
37. impartial 

38. impressionable 
39. indecisive 
40. inexact 

41. inhibited 

42. inoffensive 
43. irreligious 
44. leisurely 

A LUG 

46. materialistic 
47. meditative 
48. meticulous 
49. mild 

50. mood 


. suave 

; SUDELE 

. talkative 

. temperamental 
. Gimli 

. troubled 

. unassuming 

. uncompetative 
. undecided 

. unhappy 

. unoriginal 

. unpoised 

. unromantic 

. unskilled 

. unsuspicious 
. wary 

. withdrawn 
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TABLE 6 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS 
FOR A COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=130 
























































































Form B,Variable No ean losers. Form B,Variable No Standard 
and Name Means | Deviations} and Name Means | Deviations 

1. aggressive 2.99 1.42 : . old-fashioned : 
2. argumentative | 2.32 09 | Se. OBDOKLUNISE 

3. assertive Sh0 oo 7 53. ORdInany 

4. authoritative | 2. bo | . painstaking 

5. bashful 2. . passive 

6. acquiescent Pe . persuasive 

7. calculating as | 57. philosophical 

8. careful 4. | . precise 

9. cautious a . prideful 

10. choos he . protective 
11. controlled 4. . prudent 
1d. Coy, a. 62. radical 

13. conservative B | 63. religious 

14. crafty Ze | . resigned 
15. cunning a. . restrained 

16. daring oe Sieh danet Tc 

17. defensive a | Oh. Sarcastic 

18. deliberative a: | 68. scientific 

19. demonstrative | 3. : . self-concerned 
20.) CEVOU Ties ah ~ Selfscritical 
21. direct 4. 3 . self-indulgent 
22. discontented ae | 72. self-righteous 
23. dissatisfied dy, | 73. sensitive 
24. dogged Oe. . serious 
25. emotional a . shy 


26. excitable 
27. fashionable 
28. fierce 

29. thintatious - 
30. forgetful 
31. forward 

32. gullible 

33. high-strung 
34. immodest 

35. impractical 
36. impulsive 
37. indifferent 
38. inexperienced 
39. innocent 

40. intense 


SS NEY, 
| 77. sociable 

| 78. soft-hearted 
. somber 

. stern 
. stubborn 
| 82. studious 
| 83. submissive 
. suggestible 
. teetotaler 
. tense 
| 87. tough 
| 88. unadventurous 
. unbending 
. uncultured 






















41. jaunty . ungraceful 
42. lonely | 92. unhurried 
43. mathematical 93. unpredictable 
44, meek . unpopular 







. unshakeable 
. unsystematic 
97. willful 

98. wordy 

. worrier 

. world] 







45. methodical 
46. moderate 
4}. mora bistic 
48. nonchalant 
49. normal 

50. objective 
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TABLE 7 
MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS FOR 
A COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM A), n=48 


FORM A, VARIABLE ire STANDARD |/FORM A,VARIABLE NO STANDARD 
AND NAME MEANS | DEVIATIONS AND NAME MEANS | DEVIATIONS 
SO) 0.56 ona Q. 









1. absent-minded 51. naive 6 74 
a anx1ous 4 i Md 52. nonconforming £56 ss 
ae arGiscic . obedient .82 
4. austere . obliging nf ha 
5. average . opinionated 94 
6. blunt . orderly ey A, 
meus . outspoken oh A 
8. carefree ~ particular .10 
aeecasud. . perfectionistid nye) 
10. changeable ersistent .69 
EEMCOCKY . possessive bya) 
12. complicated . preoccupied .02 
13. compulsive . proper 277, 
14. conventional * qUuTet 54 
Poe critica | . rebellious 74 


16. cynical 

17. daydreamer 
18. definite 

19. demanding 
20. dependent 
21. dignified 
22. disciplined 
23. discriminating 
24. distractible 
25. eccentric 
26. emphatic 
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3 

3 
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fa 

3 
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. reserved 3 
. restless 3 
S TeciT ing id 
. sad S 
. Satirical 2 
. secretive 3 
. self-conscious | 3 
. self-denying 3 
. self-possessed]} 2 
. self-satisfied] 3. 
. sentimental oe 
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3 

a 

3) 

3 

2 

3 

= 

5 

3 

2 

3 

5 

3 

= 
















27. energetic . shrewd 

28. fearful . Silent 

29. fiery . skeptical 

mde (LOrCcetu| . sophisticated 
31. formal . soft-spoken 


. spendthrift 
SoSUC ICL 
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34. glib 
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36. idealistic 
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38. impressionable 
39. indecisive 
40. inexact 

41. inhibited 

42. inoffensive 
43. irreligious 
44. leisurely 

457i. Tuck ; 

46. materialistic 
47. meditative 
48. meticulous 
49. mild 
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ih 
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1 
0 
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50. moody 0 
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TABLE 8 
MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS FOR 
A COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=48 


Form B,Variable No Standard | Form,Variable No Standard 


and Name Means | Deviations and Name Means| Deviations 

1. aggressive . old-fashioned 
2. argumentative . opportunist 
3. assertive . ordinary 

4, authoritative . painstaking 
5. bashful . passive 

6. acquiescent . persuasive 

7. calculating . philosophical 
8. careful . precise 

9. cautious . prideful 

10. choosy . protective 
11. controlled . prudent 

12. coy; Peradica | 

13. conservative . religious 

14. crafty . resigned 

15. cunning . restrained 
16. daring yp tual istie 
17. defensive . sarcastic 

18. deliberative -.SCienti nic 
19. demonstrative . self-concerned 
20. devout 7 S@lt-CY vied | 
ela irect 
22. discontented 
23. dissatisfied . sensitive 
24. dogged . serious 


25. emotional . sn 

26. excitable 

27. fashionable . sociable 
28. fierce . soft-hearted 
29. flirtatious . somber 

30. forgetful . stern 

31. forward . Stubborn 
32. gullible . studious 
33. high-strung . submissive 
34. immodest . suggestible 
35. impractical . teetotaler 


36. impulsive . tense 

37. indifferent . tough 

38. inexperienced . unadventurous 
39. innocent . unbending 

40. intense . uncultured 
41. jaunty . ungraceful 
42. lonely . unhurried 

43. mathematical . unpredictable 
44. meek . unpopular 

45. methodical . unshakeable 
46. moderate . unsystematic 
47. moralistic . willful 

48. nonchalant , wordy 

49. normal . worrier 


. objective 


. worldl 
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TABLE 9 
COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES 


(FORM A, MALES, n=56) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMAN (1968) 
ON A MALE SAMPLE, n=50 












Form A, Brodie Norman 
Variable Standard Standard 
No. Deviations Deviations 
4, 0.88 ‘ 107 
is ; 5. sh 4 
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10. ‘ 4, By 
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16. 1. 3. 5 
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24. Als oF 1.40 
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| 0. he 6. Lap 
31. As an LVS 
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TABLE 10 


COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES 
(FORM B, MALES, n=65) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMAN (1968) 
ON A MALE SAMPLE, n=50 


Norman 


Standard Standard 
Deviations Means Deviations 
5 0 58 
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TABLE 11 


COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES 
(FORM A, FEMALES, n=68) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMAN (1968) 
ON A FEMALE SAMPLE, n=50 
orm A Brodie Norman 
ariable Standard Standard 
No. Deviations Deviations 
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COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES 
(FORM B, FEMALES, n=65) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMAN (1968) 
ON A FEMALE SAMPLE, n=50 


Form B Brodie Norman 

Variable Standard Standard 
No. Deviations Means Deviations 
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UNE E Als: 


NED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES 


COMPARISON OF OBTAI 


=100 
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TABLE 14 


COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES 
(FORM B, COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, n=130) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM 
ANDERSON (1968) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES, n=100 


Form Bo Brodie “Anderson 
Variable Standard Standard 
Deviations Means Deviations 
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both. (Norman's meaningfulness data was not given in his study.) An- 
derson does not provide a list of the standard deviations for the 

meaningfulness data, so subsequently, Tables 15 and 16 give only a com- 
parison between the means of the two studies. The first column of each 
table gives the variable number that corresponds to the number assigned 


each adjective in the present study (see Tables 7 and 8). 
Correlations 


Using the means recorded in the previous tables (i.e., 9 
to 16), correlations were calculated for: 

(a) Social Desirability data--Form A, Males with Norman's Male 
sample; Form B, Males, with Norman's Male sample; Form A, 
Females, with Norman's Female sample; Form B, Females, with 
Norman's Female Sample; Form A, Combined Males and Females 
with Anderson's Combined Males and Females; and Form B, 
Combined Males and Females, with Anderson's Combined Males 
and Females. 

(b) Meaningfulness data--Form A, Males and Females with Ander- 
son's sample; Form B, Males and Females with Anderson's 
sample; and Combined Form A and Form B with Anderson's 
sample. 

Tables 17, 18 and 19 display the correlations and number 
of common adjectives (in each correlation) for Brodie and Norman, Brodie 
and Anderson (for Social Desirability) and Brodie and Anderson (for 


Meaningfulness); respectively. 
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TABLE 15 
COMPARISON OF OBTAINED MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES 
(FORM A, COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, n=48) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM 
ANDERSON (1968) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES, n=100 


orm A, . Form A 
. Brodie Anderson - ite Brodie Anderson 
No. a BS TE 
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TABLE 16 
COMPARISON OF OBTAINED MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES 
(FORM B, COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, n=48) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM 
ANDERSON (1968) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES, n=50 


orm B, 4 Form B s,: 
. Brodie Anderson dhe Brodie Anderson 
ariable Means Means Variable Means Means 


No. 
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A7 
t-test Results 


To ascertain if there were significant sex differences be- 
tween the Male and Female sample for any given adjective trait descrip- 
tor, t-tests were calculated using the means and standard deviations of 
Form A, Males and Form A, Females; and Form B, Males and Form B, Females. 
Tables 20 and 21 present the results of this analysis. Significant t's 
are starred for p<0.05, and double starred for p<0.01 levels of signifi- 


cance. Table 20 reports 18 significant, t's; table 21,.17 significant t's. 
Refined List of Adjective Personality Trait Descriptors 


A refined list of adjective personality trait descriptors 
is recorded in Table 22. This list is the result of omitting all adjec- 
tives that were found to be outside the criteria limits set out early in 
the thesis. To reiterate: 

(a) <Any adjective within the arbitrarily defined cut-off range 
on Social Desirability (2 to 4 inclusive in the rating 
scale) was omitted in: 

(i) Form A, Males 

(ii) Form A, Females 
(iii) Form B, Males 

(iv) Form B, Females 
These included omissions of 9, 19, 15, 20 adjectives res- 
pectively (overlap not considered). 

(b) Any adjective net in the upper range of Meaningfulness 
(i.e. *>croutiofea possi bier4 rating) was omitted. This 


included 18 from Form A and 17 from Form B. 
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TABLE 17 


CORRELATIONS OF SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 
SCALE VALUES BETWEEN ADJECTIVES 
COMMON TO BRODIE AND NORMAN FOR 

SEPARATE MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES* 


% n 
Males (Form A OA// 56 
Females (Form A 0.78 56 
Males (Form B) 0,74 52 
Females (Form B) 0.86 52 


* Males A and B, and Females A and B 
from Brodie study correspond to ap- 
propriate Norman Male and Female 
sample; r is the correlation, n is 
the number of adjectives in each cor- 
relation. - 


TABLE 18 


CORRELATIONS OF SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 
SCALE VALUES BETWEEN ADJECTIVES 
COMMON TO BRODIE AND ANDERSON FOR 

COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES* 


rs n 
Form A 0781 74 
Form B 0.84 aM 


* Form A and B from Brodie study are 
correlated with corresponding parts 
of Anderson's study; r is the cor- 
relation, n is the number of adjec- 
tives in each correlation. 


TABLE 19 


CORRELATIONS OF MEANINGFULNESS SCALE 
VALUES BETWEEN ADJECTIVES COMMON TO 
BRODIE AND ANDERSON FOR COMBINED 

MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES* 
x n 
Form A Orie iB) 


Form B OS50 ‘pl 
‘ Combined A and B 0262 142 


* Form A, B, and A and B are from Brodie 
study and are correlated with corres- 
ponding adjectives in Anderson study; 
r is the correlation, n is the number 
of adjectives in each correlation. 
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* For N=124, t-1.96 is significant at 
**k For N=124, t-2.58 is significant at 
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TABLE 20 
COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES, FORM A 
Variable t test Variable. t test : 
No. result No. result 
Ie. 0.84 3s Oral 
a 0.30 36. 0.29 
a 1.84 3h 2. 59%** 
ae 1.05 38. Te 54 
oe La 39: 0.51 
6. 1S AD = 039 
bie 2.65** Als O36 
8. 0.96 a2. 1. 26 
9. 0.28 At 0.24 
LO: 0.76 44, 0.04 
Lh. vey a5 0.86 
se 0.10 46. 1.44 
Ta 2.45* aj. 1.49 
14. 0.43 48. 1.01 
L5.. fiers’) 49. 3.61** 
16. 0.13 50. 0.71 
Ls C251 Sil. Oy 
18. 1.48 52 0.80 
19. 0.56 53S, 0.16 
20. 0.09 5A, 2.20% 
Bla. 0.98 bon 1.08 
2a 0.26 56. 1.04 
ree 0743 Die 1.40 
24. 0.80 Soe 0.04 
He EL Soe 0155 
26. 0.99 60. LSS. 
em 0852 615. 0756 
28. 1.99* 62. 1.92 
29. as 63:. 1.53 
30. OO 64. 2.45% 
alte 2.41% 65. 0.47 
SLi 0.47 66. 1.88 
35, 0.98 67. 1.24 
34. 1.46 
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TABLE 21 


COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES, FORM B _ 


14.01 2 WSO O21 ts kl F | 6) b SpemmiePyt <i) Poneman 6 ni ch Atm Oo ca 
No. result No. result No. result 
1 0.44 55 0.00 68. O71 
ran 1.53 36 63 69. Oct) 
ay ied Sf, Zaoot 70. as) 
4, 2020* Soa 0.27 ra be 0715 
ae 1 Ronee 39. aes, fae 0.26 
be 0.89 40. 1.02 io ey, 
Fis 2../4%* giz Adigfiday 74. 0.04 
8. dee 42. 12S) 15% 1.20 
9. Oece 43. 154 76 0.33 
103 0.46 44, 1.04 Lika 1.60 
1 OF73 45, 0720 78. 2.00* 
12. 3.14** 46 eon 79. 0.08 
1a 0.68 47. 0.98 80. O27 5 
14. 1.98 48. 0.04 Sb 1.47 
15. L239 49. 0.47 82. 0.50 
Tos te3U 50 1.60 83 3.20** 
1d; 0.83 bt 2.05** 84. 2.65** 
18, 0.09 572 0237, 853 o. 152% 
133 2.34* set 0.74 86. 0.59 
20. al, a 0.66 87% 0235 
Dike 1.44 ah Sal ak 88. 1.14 
Las 0.43 56. O57 89. 0.84 
233 0353 oe T1226 90. 1ey, 
24. 0.45 58 0.46 91. 2.80 
fae 0.04 59. 0.19 92. 0.60 
20. 0.23 60. 1.74 93. 0.78 
Like eos 61 1-19 94, Ane) 
28. Q.24s. 62 0.66 95 0:73 
ra? We 1497* 63. 2-00 96. 0.04 
302 lacs 64. 0.5/7 7. 0.98 
312 253)* 65 eae 98. ORAL 
Bee 1.46 66 On52 99 0.08 
sai 0.44 67 Oe20 100 0.09 

34. 0.76 
* For N=130, t>1.96 is significant at p 0.05 (two-tailed) 
** For N=130, t>2.58 is significant at p 0.01 (two-tailed) 
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TABLE 22 


51 


REFINED LIST OF ADJECTIVES FROM FORM A AND FORM B*’ 


a 


. absent-minded 
. anxious 

- blunt 

. changeable 
MECOCKY 

. complicated 

. conventional 
« eleatenn 

. daydreamer 
10. demanding 

11. dependent 

12. dignified 

13. forceful 

14. frivolous 

15. hesitant 

16. idealistic 
17. impressionable 
18. inhibited 

19. leisurely 

20. lucky 

21. materialistic 
22. meditative 
23. meticulous 
24. naive 

25. nonconforming 
26. obedient 

27. opinionated 
28. out-spoken 
29. particular 
30. perfectionistic 
31. persistent 
32. possessive 
33. preoccupied 
34. rebellious 
35. reserved 


WOONDOPWPYeH 


. restless 

. self-conscious 
. self-denying 
. self-satisfied 
. shrewd 

. sophisticated 
. soft-spoken 

. spendthrift 
SUrrTer 

. subtle 

. temperamental 
. uncompetitive 
. unskilled 

. unsuspicious 
. wary 

. withdrawn 

. aggressive 

. argumentative 
. assertive 

. bashful 

. cautious 

. choosy 

. conservative 
. cunning 

. daring 

. defensive 

. devout 

. emotional 

. excitable 

. forgetful 

. gullible 

. impractical 

. impulsive 

. inexperienced 
. innocent 


* Adjectives 1-51 are from Form A; 52-105 from Form B. 
adjectives--fiery, inexact, orderly, satirical, deliberative, discon- 
tented, fierce, normal, religious--can be added to above list as they 
are on the borderline of acceptance. 


. intense 

. lonely 

. mathematical 
. meek 

. methodical 
anova ls bic 

. nonchalant 

. opportunist 

. persuasive 

. philosophical 
. precise 

. prideful 

. protective 

. radical 

. restrained 
LESCIONLITIC 

. self-concerned 
paselt=-critical 
. self-indulgent 
. serious 

. shy 

Sa LLY 

. stern 

. stubborn 

. studious 

. tense 

. tough 

. unhurried 

. unpredictable 
. unpopular 

. unshakeable 

. unsystematic 
wid tu 

. wordy 

. worrier 
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(c) Any adjective that showed a significant difference with 
respect to sex of subject (t>1.96, p<0.05) was likewise 
omitted. This included 18 adjectives from Form A (sepa- 
rate Male and Female samples) and 17 from Form B (separate 


samples). 


This refinement then resulted in a list of 105 adjectives, 
overlapping adjectives being taken into account. The writer felt that 
another nine adjectives could be safely added to this list since these 
adjectives were marginally outside the cut-off bounds (usually by not 
more than .05 of a decimal) on only one of the criteria. This would 
then result in a total list of 114 adjective personality trait des- 
criptors, for which several values were known, i.e., Social Desirability, 
Meaningfulness and sex bias, and would be available for a factor analy- 


tic rating study. 
INTERPRETATION 


Due to the relatively straightforward nature of the study, 
the interpretation will be brief. 

The results of the previous analyses fall generally in 
line with expectations, that is, the adjectives tended on the whole 
to be rated within the arbitrarily defined neutral range on social 
desirability and in the upper range of meaningfulness. 

In the social desirability ratings for all of the six groups 
(Tables 1 to 6), only one adjective is rated > 5.00 and one < 1.6 (from 
0 to 6-point scale). Less than one-third of the adjectives fell out- 


side the cut-off points (2 to 4 inclusive) and these mostly by less 
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than + half a point on the scale. 

In the meaningfulness study for both forms, (Tables 7 and 
8), only one-fifth of the adjectives were outside the arbitrarily assigned 
cut-off point (that is, > 3 out of a possible 4), of these only 4 adjec- 
tives were greater than one scale-point from the cut-off, the rest were 
mostly within half a point of the cut-off. Less than one-fifth items 
revealed significant sex differences, of these only 12 were Significant 
at p<.01 level. Out of these three categories, several adjectives over- 
lap, i.e., are outside the cut-off points on more than one criterion. 

One point that the writer and her supervisor were interested 
in was that in administering an already neutral range of adjective des- 
criptors (assessed by SDSV's of previous studies), and high scored 
meaningfulness, would a "spreading out" of the range be noted when extreme 
reference points (high or low judged SDSV's) were not present. In the 
previous studies (Norman, Anderson) high and low scored items on SD and 
high scored items in meaningfulness would serve as "anchors" (just as 
the end points of rating scale itself serve as an anchor for ratings. 
Would then the anchor points be shifted, when only neutral items are 
rated, i.e€., would some of the neutral items be given more extreme 
ratings? 

From the results obtained (see paragraph 1 and 2) this may 
have happened only to a moderate degree. If so, it could account for 
the only moderate to good correlations (.74 to .86 for SD and .62 for 
meaningfulness) obtained between the present study and those of Norman 


and Anderson. 
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It must be noted that Norman used a different scale for SD 
than the present study. Correlations are Slightly lower averaging 0.79 
versus correlations 0.83 with Anderson who had the same scale as the 
present study. This may be especially obvious (i.e., spreading-over 
effect) when Anderson (1968) reports that Edwards (Ohio University) 
using university students reports correlations of 0.98 between means 
of Anderson study and median ratings of his own study. Likewise, Schmidt 
and Rosenbaum (University of Iowa), rating 140 of the adjectives in An- 
derson's list, report a correlation of 0.98. In addition intra-individual 
reliability (recorded on twenty adjectives from Anderson's list) cor- 
related 0.99 with mean ratings given in his study for between subjects. 
This implication is welcomed since measures of intra-individual consis- 
tency over time items was not undertaken. Sample size should not be a 
confounding variable affecting the correlations obtained since in all 
samples compared, the sample sizes are relatively balanced. (See follow- 


ing table.) 
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TABLE 23 


COMPARISON OF SAMPLE SIZE FOR SOCIAL DESIRABILITY AND MEANINGFULNESS 
STUDIES BETWEEN BRODIE AND NORMAN-ANDERSON* 


Brodie 















Norman Anderson 







Males A 
Males B 
Females A 
Females B 


Combined Male 
and Female A 


Combined Male 
and Female B 












Social 
Desirability 








100 












Combined Male 
and Female A 


Combined Male 
and Female B 





Meaningfulness 







50 






Limitations 


The present study can be applied only insofar as the mean 
ratings obtained refer specifically to a sub-population, that is, uni- 
versity undergraduates; the variances refer only to between subject 
variability; and the refined list of adjectives presented as a result 
of the study are only a subset of the available adjectives for person- 


ality trait description. 
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CHAPTER VI 


SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH, 
SUMMARY , IMPLICATIONS 


SUMMARY 
Purpose of the Study 


The purpose of the study was to obtain social desirability 
and meaningfulness scale values as well as to test for sex biases using 
a list of selected adjective personality trait descriptors for the even- 
tual purpose of obtaining a refined list of descriptors for a persona- 


lity rating study. 
Associated Literature 


A review of the literature relevant to the present study 
revealed a lack of adequate personality rating tests (the number of 
scales being too small), confusion and contradiction with respect to 
the importance of response styles especially acquiescence, though need 
to control and account for social desirability was more consistently 
supported. Rating scales were discussed and source pools of adjective 
trait descriptors were obtained from two separate studies: Norman 


(1968) and Anderson (1968). 
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The Study 


The study was outlined, first by stating the assumptions 
upon which selection of adjective descriptors was made, and secondly, 


outlining the actual criteria used. 
The Research Design 


The adjective descriptors were listed on separate forms 
for Social Desirability and Meaningfulness and were rated by separate 
samples. The sample, instruments, rating scales, scorings and treat- 


ment of the data were discussed. 
Analysis and Interpretation 


Means, standard deviations, t-tests, and correlations 
were computed. Results were comparable to previous findings. A refined 


list of adjective descriptors was reported. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 


The results of the Meaningfulness study showed only a mo- 
derate correlation with Anderson (1968) i.e., 0.62. Since only ratings 
of meaningfulness were obtained, in order for a clearer concept of what 
each word means as a personality descriptor, further data (following, 


for example, Norman's (1968) study might be employed. ! However, it 


l Norman's subjects were asked to give a synonym or short definition 


for each term presented or, alternatively, to cross out a word if 
they had no idea of its meaning, the results of which are now being 
coded for difficulty level, ambiguity, and functional synonyms. 
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must be noted that the list of available descriptors has been drastically 
cut down to a reasonably smal] number that can be handled conveniently by 
computer, and that the "cutting down" has been undertaken with a series of 
assumptions about test bias taken into account. It is probably reasonable 
to assume that this list is as meaningful as any subset of lists that might 
be chosen. 
With respect to some work reported in the literature, but 
not specifically referred to, in the review of the literature, noteworthy 
suggestions were offered. Bentler et. al. (1971) presented evidence to 
~ show that using "anchored" adjective descriptions in ratings gives higher 
content validity than using single adjectives. The adjectives were "an- 
chored" by presenting a pair of adjectives, specifically, the polar oppo- 
sites. The higher validity was obtained due to reduction of acceptance 
acquiescence (though agreement acquiescence still existed) while in single 
adjective format both types of acquiescence contributed variance. The 
higher validity is of note, regardless of the acquiescence interpretation. 
Guilford (1954) also reported the usefulness of employing anchored scales. 
These findings are important to the present study since 
several polar opposites, namely, the negative member of an adjective 
pair were omitted in reducing the rating list. However, these opposites 
were just as neutral with respect to social desirability and as meaning- 
ful as their positive member of the pair, as assessed by Norman (1958) 


and Anderson (1968). These negative adjectives might also be further 


é Block (1972) suggested that control for acquiescence, or other response 
styles which would also increase content validity, by using correction 
formulae as proposed by Guilford (1954). 
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tested for social desirability and included in the list. 


IMPLICATIONS 


With an adequate pool of descriptors, refined with respect 
to bias of SD and meaningfulness and sex differences, and with the hope- 
fully added bonus of simplicity of description, both behavior ratings by 
"others" and self-report can be obtained with subsequent verification of 
cross-medial similarity. The hypothesis to this last statement being that 
the "grain" in both media is probably the same>. This follows from an 
early hypothesized statement by Spearman (1927) called the Theorem of 
the indifference of the idacntout It was originally postulated with 
respect to the universality of "g", a general pervasive intelligence fac- 
tor. In brief, it states that "for the purpose of indicating the amount 
of "g" possessed by a person, any test (i.e., the indicator) will do as 
well as any other, provided only that its correlations with "g" is equally 
high. With respect to personality testing, if certain traits dominate 
the personality then any indicator, either self or other ratings, ought 
to correlate equally high with the dominant traits, thus being of the same 
Orda ine. 

As it was the aim of this research to obtain items of neu- 


tral desirability, it is here pertinent to indicate the implications 


3 An alternative hypothesis has been recently stated by Howarth (1972): 


"It appears that (1) there are some five or six factors in ratings, 
(2) there are some 10-12 "stubborn" factors in questionnaires, (3) 
there are possibly six factors in the objective measures (Howarth, 
MBR, October, 1972 study). It appears, in fact, that the "grain" 

in ratings and objective measures is much coarser than that in the 
questionnaire modes so that if cross-media relations are to be estab- 
blished we will have to proceed from second-order factors in ques- 
tionnaires to primaries in the other modes. This implies an accu- 
rate investigation...of the inter-factor angles." 
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of the research reviewed earlier in Chapter II as well as to elaborate 
on the issue. 

The main conclusions reached in review of the response style 
literature were that confusion abounds across researchers as to (a) the 
existence, (b) the importance and (c) definitions of the various response 
styles. It should be noted, though, that social desirability as a res- 
ponse style or set received fairly general recognition from those of 
widely differing points of view (Edwards, 1961, Jackson 1961, Rorer 
F965 SB ock$e1972)% 

The general confusion about response styles, in the main, 
would seem to stem from contradictory evidence that has resulted from 
(a) use of different items, and keying and scoring procedures and 
(b) different factor analytic procedures used to identify major sources 
of variance (e.g.: Jackson and Messick, 1961; Block, 1965). 

Since 1958, D. N. Jackson has persistently investigated 
response styles, related problems of test construction and has implemented 
the findings into his own Personality Research Form (PRF). Implica- 
tions for the present résearch are discussed. 

Jackson and Messick (1961), in a major article, reported 
findings that suggested the relative importance of response styles in 
personality inventories, namely, for the MMPI. This is so, particularly 
for desirability responding to items which both previously judged ratings 
for desirability and subsequent correlation of these scales of items to 
content-responding were obtained. For acquiescence responding only 
One measure which implied the definition was made, that is, acquies- 


cence was equated with true responding. 
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Their results indicated that "three-quarters of the common 
variance and over half of the reliable variance in responses to the MMPI 
items was attributable to stylistic response consistencies which are 
apparently independent of specific item content." (p. 786). 

A factor analysis revealed two factors which were interpreted 
as desirability and acquiescence respectively. With respect to content, 
heterogeneity within the scales did not lend themselves to clear persona- 
lity characteristics. Considerable redundancy existed when oppositely 
keyed items are scored separately. Jackson suggested that response styles 
can be controlled or suppressed by proper keying, scoring and multidimen- 
sional scaling." 

This sort of rationale applied directly to the present study 
since the unwanted source of variance created by large numbers of soci- 
ally desirable items needed to be eliminated from the potential pool of 
test items. 

Jackson (1970), as an outcome of his work in constructing 
the PRF (see Jackson, 1967, 1968), outlined various precautionary pro- 
cedures for increasing the validity of personality tests. These concern 
the need for (a) sound psychological theory, (b) suppression of response 
style variance, scale homogeneity and generalizability and (d) fostering 
convergent and discriminant validity. 

Since this thesis was devoted to control of response style 


variance, the other procedures must be considered before any final 


4 Jackson and Neill (1971) suggested true-false keying with forced-choice 
techniques since all things considered, e.g. length of acquaintance- 
ship and correlations with desirability still leave it in an advanta- 
geous position, namely, its simplicity and nonipsative nature. 
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list is administered. Jackson mentioned, with respect to desirability, 
that since a pcol of neutral items might be difficult to obtain or 
might be psychologically uninteresting, more desirable items would have 
to be used, partialling out the effect. of desirability. Items with 
high content saturation should be used while a compromise must be made 
between desirability and convergent and discriminant validity. In the 
present study 114 neutral items were obtained, many of which form 
prior putative factor hypotheses. If necessary, other statistical proce- 
dures such as those suggested by Block (1972) will have to be considered 
if items with marked desirability have to be used--but, at least, the 
SDSV for each item will be known. 

Jackson and Singer (1970) reported findings that are of 
interest to the present research since they pointed to the fact that 
most desirability studies obtain a general desirability rating (such as 
the present study) but that indications may be that the variance can be 
partitioned in terms of subordinate constructs which are distinct though 
probably correlated with general desirability. With respect to the present 
research, some of the individual and sex differences may be more fully ex- 
plainable though several situational variables on different sub-populations 
would indicate what the "true nature" of desirability might be. Still, 
a general measure such as obtained in the present study, does eliminate 
the SD factor. 

One last reference will be made to controversy surrounding 
the response style literature. Since most of the debate is focused 


upon the MMPI, it is important to note that with the exception of the 


5 Actually this figure also takes into account meaningfulness values and 
sex differences so the actual number of neutral items is higher. 
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response style controversy, both Jackson et al (1961, 1967, etc.) and 
Block (1965, 1967, etc.) questioned the MMPI on other grounds: That too 
much of the common variance is explainable by one factor (i.e. desira- 
bility, Jackson; ego-resiliency, Block), its pervasiveness should be 
reduced, socially neutral items should be used (or as Block, 1972 argued, 
correctional measures employed), and item pools should be increased to 
include other dimensions. Again both authors agreed that the MMPI should 
be left (along with the SD debate) and greater issues attacked. 

The writer feels that a debate without withdrawal by either 
Side (Bentler et. al., 1971, 1972; Block, 1971) indicates on some points 
an unwillingness to yield at all, but the points of convergence are suf- 
ficient to allow research to progress fruitfully and the implications of 
past controversy were considered with respect to the present study. Re- 
gardless of the support for desirability both sides admit that unwanted 
sources of variance and few adequate psychological (only two factors in 
Block, 1965) factors obtained from MMPI thus far warrant research of a 
more encompassing nature. 

Thorndike Frequency Count 
Since the adjectives in the refined list (see Table 22) are 

the most meaningful as assessed by this study, are they also most commonly 
used in the English language? Thorndike and Lorge (1952) in a classic 
study, obtained the frequency count of words occurring in a vast selection 


of English reading material over a wide age range.° 


6 Other studies were investigated but were of (a) a more limited nature 


e.g. Eaton (1967) using only 6000 words from Thorndike in a frequency 
count across four languages (similar words in all four languages ) ; 

(b) distributions and general properties of word frequency and did 
not include specific lists of words, e.g. Gowers (1960), Fries (1965), 
and Williams (1970). 
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The following table gives the frequency of occurrence from 
Thorndike-Lorge for the 114 adjectives from Table 22. In the first column 
(G) after each word is a number stating the occurrences per million words, 
up to 49; an A is 50 up to 100 occurrences per million words. The column 
is the summary of the four succeeding columns. In the other four columns 
are numbers giving the frequency of occurrences in approximately 4% mil- 
lion words. The second column (T) is the Thorndike general count of 
1931, the third column (L) is the Lorge magazine count, the fourth column 
(J) is the Thorndike juvenile count and the fifth column (S) is the Lorge- 
Thorndike semantic count.’ Adjectives followed by only one number indicate 
the occurrence in 44 million words; a zero indicated they were not counted 
in adjective form. 

The figures in the table can be understood in context of all 
the words investigated by Thorndike-Lorge. Seventy-three percent of the 
adjectives occur in Thorndike-Lorge's list of most frequently occurring 
words (including nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, etc.), another 13% 
are included in Thorndike-Lorge's second list of most frequently occurring 
words, while the remaining 13% were not counted in the adjective form. 

Some 19,000 words are recorded in Thorndike-Lorge's first 
list of most frequently occurring words, and upon graduation from high 


school a student should know at least 15,000 words, this should include 





/ The (T) count emphasized frequency in readers, textbooks, the Bible, 
and the English classics using 285 sources. The (L) count included 
popular magazines as the Saturday Evening Post, Ladies’ Home Journal, 
True Story and Reader's Digest. The (S) count included words of multi- 
meaning .separating function and meaning as well as literal forms. 

The (3) count used 120 sources for material used by Grades 3 to 8. 
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TABLE 24 


THORNDIKE-LORGE (1952) FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE COUNT FOR THE 114 REFINED 
ADJECTIVES FROM FORM A AND B 


Variable No. and Name 


absent-minded 
aggressive 
anxious 
argumentative 
assertive 


bashful 
blunt 
cautious 
changeable 
choosy 


cocky 
complicated 
conservative 
conventional 
Cricacal 


cunning 
daring 
daydreamer 
defensive 
demanding 


deliberative 
dependent 
devout 
dignified 
discontented 


emotional 
excitable 
fierce 
fiery 
forceful 


forgetful 
frivolous 
gullible 
hesitant 
idealistic 


impractical 
impressionable 
impulsive 
inexact 
inexperienced 





28 


18 


10 
L3 
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Variable No. and Name 





inhibited 
innocent 
intense 
leisurely 
lonely 


lucky 
materialistic 
mathematical 
meditative 
meek 


methodical 
meticulous 
moralistic 
naive 

nonchalant 


nonconforming 
norma] 
obedient 
opinionated 


opportunist 


orderly 
outspoken 
particular 
perfectionistic 
persistent, 


persuasive 
philosophical 
possessive 
precise 


. ‘preoccupied 


prideful 
protective 
radical 
rebellious 
religious 


reserved 
restless 
restrained 
satirical 
scientific 


TABLE 24 (Continued) 
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Variable No. and Name 


sel f-concerned 
self-conscious 
self-critical 
self-denying 
self-indulgent 


self-satisfied 
self-skilled 
serious 

shrewd 

shy 


Silly 
soft-spoken 
sophisticated 
spendthrift 
stern 


StVICt 
Stubborn 
studious 
subtle 
temperamental 


tense 

tough 
uncompetitive 
unhurried 
unpredictable 


unpopular 
unshakeable 
unsuspicious 
unsystematic 
wary 


willful 
withdrawn 
wordy 
worrier 


TABLE 24 (Continued) 
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words from 2 or 3 occurrences per million words onward. A grade 8 student 
would only be required to know words down to a count of 6 per million. 
Though results of the present study were obtained on uni- 
versity students, the results from Table 24 indicate according to Thorndike- 
Lorge that 40% of the adjectives would be familiar to Grade 8 students 
while 60% would be familiar to high-school graduates. Thus it would seem 
justifiable to assume that the selected list of adjectives occur frequently 
in the familiar reading of a university population, on which this thesis 
was based, however applicability to other groups, e.g. younger students 


and some adult populations would imply further investigation. 
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Additional instructions given in Social Desirability Study-- 


Forms A and B: 


Rate each word on the 0 to 6 scale as if it were the 


only word you had describing a person. 


For example: 


If you were told a person was agreeable how favorably 


does that word describe a person? 


Write all answers in the booklet and fill out the front 


sheet (information). 
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FORM A 
SDS STUDY 
NAME Meor & (circle one) 
Course Date 
Instructions 


Here is a list of personality traits. Think of a person 
as being described by Seah word and rate the word according to how 
much you would like the person. Use ONE of the numbers from 0 to 6 
in each case, with 0 being "least favorable or desirable" and 6 being 
"most favorable to desirable". Try to use all the numbers about 
equally often. Rate carefully since you have plenty of time. Do not 
omit any of the words, there are 100 in this test. Put the number you 


choose in the blank provided to the left of each word. 
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absent-minded 
anxious 
artistic 
austere 
average 
blunt 

brisk 
carefree 
casual 
changeable 
cocky 
complicated 
compulsive 
conventional 
critical 
cynical 
daydreamer 
definite 
demanding 
dependent 
dignified 
disciplined 
discriminating 
distractible 


eccentric 


FORM A 


266 
203 
fae) 


rae he 
30, 
aa 


ay 
Shel 


34, 
Alois 
36. 
Si he 
Don 
Sieh 
40. 
4l. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 


emphatic 
energetic 
fearful 
fiery 
forceful 
forma] 


frivolous 
glamorous 


glib 

hesitant 
idealistic 
impartial 
impressionable 
indecisive 
inexact 
inhibited 
inoffensive 
irreligious 
leisurely 
lucky 
materialistic 
meditative 
meticulous 
mild 


moody 
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eile 
De. 
52. 
54. 
55% 
Soe 
ie 
50% 
Baa 
60. 
Oly 
62. 
63. 
64. 
bo" 
66. 
67. 
68. 
69. 
TUF 
71 
fh 
Lore 
74, 
Vey. 


naive 
nonconformist 
obedient 
obliging 
Opinionated 
orderly 
outspoken 
particular 
perfectionistic 
persistent 
possessive 
preoccupied 
proper 

quiet 
rebellious 
reserved 
restless 
retiring 

sad 

Satirical 
secretive 
self-conscious 
self-denying 
self-possessed 


self-satisfied 


FORM A 


. sentimental 

. shrewd 

. Silent 

; SKEDtICal 

. sophisticated 
. soft-spoken 


. Spendthrift 


STY ICL 


. Suave 
. subtle 


. talkative 


temperamental 
timid 
troubled 
unassuming 
uncompetative 
undecided 
unhappy 
unoriginal 
unpoised 
unromantic 
unskilled 
unsuspicious 
wary 


withdrawn 
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FORM B 


SDS STUDY 


NAME M or F (circle one) 


Course Date 


Instructions 


Here is a list of personality traits. Think of a person as 
being described by each word and rate the word according to how much 
you would like the person. Use ONE of the numbers from 0 to 6 in each 
case, with 0 being "least favorable or desirable" and 6 being "most 
favorable or desirable". Try to use all the numbers about equally of- 
ten. Rate carefully since you have plenty of time. Do not omit any of 
the words, there are 100 in this test. Put the number you choose in the 


blank provided to the left of each word. 
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aggressive 
argumentative 
assertive 
authoritative 
bashful 
acquiescent 
calculating 
careful 
cautious 
choosy 
controlled 
coy 
conservative 
crafty 
cunning 
daring 
defensive 
deliberative 
demonstrative 
devout 

direct 
discontented 
dissatisfied 
dogged 


emotional 


FORM B 


excitable 
fashionable 
fierce 
flirtatious 
forgetful 
forward 
gullible 
high-strung 
immodest 
impractical 
impulsive 
indifferent 
inexperienced 
innocent 
intense 
jaunty 
lonely 
mathematical 
meek 
methodical 
moderate 
moralistic 
nonchalant 


norma | 
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old-fashioned 
opportunist 
ordinary 
painstaking 
passive 
persuasive 
philosophical 
precise 
prideful 
protective 
prudent 
radical 
religious 
resigned 
restrained 
Witualastic 
sarcastic 
Scientific 

sel f-concerned 
self-critical 
self-indulgent 
self-righteous 
sensitive 
serious 


shy 
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Silly 
sociable 
soft-hearted 
somber 

stern 
stubborn 
studious 
Submissive 
Suggestible 
teetotaler 
tense 

tough 
unadventurous 
unbending 
uncultured 
ungraceful 
unhurried 
unpredictable 
unpopular 
unshakeable 
unsystematic 
willful 
wordy 
worrier 


worldly 
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Instructions 
; Here 3s a list of personality-trait words, Im order to assess 
the Weaningfulness of each word, you are to rate the word on a five point 
SCa1¢, tm relation to how exsy it would be for you to-wse the word ag 
= @ personality detcription of an actual werson known to you, Use one 
a Of the nuclwrs. from 0 to 4 in each case. The following gives a descrio- 
| APPENDIX B , | 
7 tion of each point on the scale. 
QO “| Bez almost no idea of the meaning of this word.” 
a «| ; ; 
7 : l have a slight understanding of the meaning OF this 
7 word.” 
Wai 2 “I have @ moderate understanding of the meaning of this 
=. 6 ) 


- 7 word.” 





3 "T have @ reasonably clear understanding of the meaning 
Of this word.” | | 
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“I have a very clear and definite understanding 
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Meaningfulness Study 


Name M or F (circle one) 


Course Date 


Instructions 


Here is a list of personality-trait words. In order to assess 
the mcaningfulness of each word, you are to rate the word on a five point 
scale, in relation to how easy it would be for you to use the word as 
a personality description of an actual person known to you. Use one 
of the numbers from 0 to 4 in each case. The following gives a descrip- 


tion of each point on the scale. 


O "I have almost no idea of the meaning of this word." 

1 "I have a slight understanding of the meaning of this 
word." 

2 "I have a moderate understanding of the meaning of this 
word." 

3 "I have a reasonably clear understanding of the meaning 
Of this word.” 

4 "TI have a very clear and definite understanding of the 


meaning of this word." 


Do not omit any of the words, there are 200 words in this 
list. Put the number you choose in the blank provided to the left of 


each word. 
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absent-minded 
anxious 
artistic 
austere 
average 
blunt 

brisk 
carefree 
casual 
changeable 
cocky 
complicated 
compulsive | 
conventional 
critical 
cynical 
daydreamer 
definite 
demanding 
dependent 
dignified 
disciplined 
discriminating 
distract le 


eccentric 
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45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 


emphatic 
energetic 
fearful 
fiery 
forceful 
formal 
frivolous 
glamorous 
glib 
hesitant 
idealistic 
impartial 
impressionable 
indecisive 
inexact 
inhibited 
inoffensive 
irreligious 
leisurely 
lucky 
materialistic 
meditative 
meticulous 
mild 


moody 
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naive 
nonconformist 
obedient 
obliging 
Opinionated 
orderly 
outspoken 


particular 


perfectionistic 


persistent 
possessive 
preoccupied 
proper 

quiet 
rebellious 
reserved 
restless 
retiring 

Sad 

satirical 
secretive 
self-conscious 
self-denying 
self-possessed 


self-satisfied 


sentimental 
shrewd 
Silent 
Skeptical 
sophisticated 
soft-spoken 
Spendthrift 
Staion 

Suave 

subtle 
talkative 
temperamental 
timid 
troubled 
unassuming 
uncompetative 
undecided 
unhappy 
unoriginal 
unpoised 
unromantic 
unskilled 
unsuSpicious 
wary 


withdrawn 
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aggressive 
argumentative 
assertive 
authoritative 
bashful 
acquiescent 
calculating 
careful 
cautious 
choosy 
controlled 
coy 
conservative 
crafty 
cunning 
daring 
defensive 
deliberative 
demonstrative 
devout 

direct 
discontented 
dissatisfied 
dogged 


emotional 
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excitable 
fashionable 
fierce 
flirtatious 
forgetful 
forward 
gullible 
high-strung 
immodest 
impractical 
impulsive 
indifferent 
inexperienced 
innocent 
intense 
jaunty 
lonely 
mathematical 
meek 
methodical 
moderate 
moralistic 
nonchalant 
normal 


objective 
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old-fashioned 
Opportunist 
ordinary 
painstaking 
passive 
persuasive 
philosophical 
precise 
prideful 
protective 
prudent 
radical 
religious 
resigned 
restrained 
rita 7Stic 
Sarcastic 
scientific 
self-concerned 
self-critical 
self-indulgent 
self-righteous 
sensitive 
serious 
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Silly 
sociable 
soft-hearted 
somber 

Stern 
stubborn 
studious 
submissive 
Suggestible 
teetotaler 
tense 

tough 
unadventurous 
unbending 
uncultured 
ungraceful 
unhurried 
unpredictable 
unpopular 
unshakeable 
unsystematic 
willful 
wordy 
worrier 


worldly 
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